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* DETAILED ACTION 

■f 

i 

I 

1. This application is responsive application filed on November 26, 2001. 


Claims 1-23 are pending in the application. 


\ Specification 

j 

2. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

% 

a) The numbering of paragraphs on pg. 4 of the specification [00010] and 

[ 0010 ]. 

b) In paragraph [0048] pg. 16, “13” should be replaced by “12”. 

c) In paragraph [0048] pg. 17, reference to “line 7.5" of Table 2 appears 
inappropriate. 

d) Numerous errors in relation to the several “Tablets) of the specification 
were encountered throughout the specification, including line numbering of Table 

i 

6 on pg. 26 and references to the line numbers. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

3. The use of the trademark "JAVA” has been noted in this application. It 
should be capitalized wherever it appears and be accompanied by the generic 
terminology. 

Although the use of trademarks is permissible in patent applications, the 
proprietary nature of the marks should be respected and every effort made to 
prevent their use in any manner which might adversely affect their validity as 


trademarks. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

i 

j 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

5 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 4 anjd 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite forjfailing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

6. Claim 4 recites the limitation "the data exchange format as described by 
the second data" in line 3 of claim 4. There is insufficient antecedent basis for 
this limitation in the claim. 

For the purpose of examining, the Office will interpret “the second data” 

as the “the third data” to have proper antecedent basis. 

i 

7. Claim 18 recites the limitation “building the application based on the 
source code and at least one of the module for marshaling data and the module 
for de-marshaling data”. The limitation “the application” takes antecedent basis 
from “an application having source code” of claim 17. It is unclear as to whether 
the applicant intends to claim the building of a new application, also, it is unclear 
how “the application” of claim 18 can be built based on source code stated to 
have already been Included in the “application” of claim 17. Furthermore it is 
unclear how “the application” of claim 18 can be built based on “at least one of 
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the module for... and the module for” when these modules are built based on 
“first data” already included in the source code. 

5 

For proper prosecution of the limitation: 

1 

building the j application based on the source code and at least one of the 


module for marshaling data and the module for de-marshaling data, 

I' 

this limitation of claim 18 will be interpreted as: 

building an application based on the source code and at least one of the 
module for marshaling data and the module for de-marshaling data. 


Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 


8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 

j 

all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

10. Claims 1-3, 7-8, 10-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sundareson (USPN 6,675,370), hereafter “Sundaresan”, and 
in further view of Flanagan (Java In a Nutshell), hereafter “Flanagan”. 

9. As to claim 1: 

Sundaresan discloses receiving, from a source code file, comment data 
(col. 1 lines 56-60 “parses... comments”) 

I 

( 

i 

I 
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first data indicating a parameter of the data exchange format (col. 3 lines 
35-42 “custom Javadoc tag...” “XML structure”), 

a source code processor of the source language (col. 1 lines 56-60 “Java 

I 

compiler”); I 

i 

receiving from the source code file second data indicating a statement that 
defines a class of data objects in the source language (col. 1 lines 56-58, 

s' 

“parses... declarations... in Java source files... classes”; col. 4 lines 45-48 
“productions in... classes”); and 

automatically generating (col. 4 lines 21-25 “automatically generated”), 
based on the first data and the second data (col. 4 lines 15-25 “source code is... 
processed” - Wherein the 1 st and 2 nd data is included.), third data that describes 
the data exchange'format (col. 4 lines 21-25 “HTML documentation for each 
class”; lines 49-51 “HTML corresponding to a production”; col. 3 lines 35-42 
“custom Javadoc tag, ©production... class” “XML structure” - Wherein HTML 
documentation comprises the third data.). 

Sundaresan does not explicitly disclose the comment data includes the 
first data, the comment data being ignored, nor does Sundaresan explicitly 
disclose the second data associated with the comment data. 

Flanagan teaches an analogous art of utilizing a Javadoc tool with Java 
source code. Flanagan shows a first data, similar to the data of Sundaresan, 
known to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant’s invention, to 
be included in the comment data (pg. 233 under Java Documentation 
Comment Syntax paragraph 2 “doc-comment are embedded within a Java 
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comment”; pg. 254 under Description paragraph 5 “A doc comment... include 
tag values... javadoc”; pg. 233 under Java Documentation Comment Syntax 

I 

» 

paragraph 3 “doc-comment... javadoc tag”). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant’s invention to insert within 

comment data, the first data of Sundaresan because the first data is included in 

| 

the comment data as shown by Flanagan to be parsed by Javadoc separately of 

j 

the declarations ofjthe source language. The data contained within the comment 

» 

i 

data is not to be interpreted as a part of the source language to be compiled by 

i 

the Java compiler. 

Flanagan teaches it known to one of ordinary skill in the art that comment 

data is ignored by a source code processor of the source language (pg. 20 under 

3 

Comments “comment out... code”; pg. 233 under Java Documentation 

t 

i 

Comment Synfaxiparagraph 1 “comments are not treated by compiler”) of the 

t 

source language (fig. 233 “Java language”). It would have been obvious to one 

i 

of ordinary skill in the art that the comment data is being ignored in the context of 

| 

Sundaresan’s invention because comment data is data, intended for a viewer of 

j 

the source code file, that describes the classes, methods, etc. of the source 

t 

language to follow that must be compiled by the source code processor. 

Flanagan teaches it known to one of ordinary skill in the art that a second 

I 

data, as the second data of Sundaresan, to be associated with the comment data 
(pg. 233 “Doc-comments should immediately precede the declaration of the 
class... they are associated with.”). It would have been obvious to one of 

i 

t 

ordinary skill in the.art at the time of the applicant’s invention that the second 
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data is associated with the comment data because comment data is intended for 
a viewer of the soujrce code file, that describes the classes, methods, etc. of the 

i 

source language that follow. 

S 

j 

i 

10. As to claim 2: 

i 

Rejection ofjclaim 1 is incorporated and further Sundaresan discloses 
generating, based pn the first data and the second data (see claim 1), a module 

i 

to convert a data object of the class of data objects into a data item (col. 4 lines 

I 

f 

21-25 “HTML documentation for each class is generated" col. 4 lines 45-48 
“productions in... classes” - Interpreted as software implemented steps.) of the 
data exchange format as described by the third data (see claim 1). 

11. As to claim 3: 

Rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and further Sundaresan discloses 
generating, based bn the third data (see claim 1), a module to convert a data 

object of the class of data objects into a data item (col. 4 lines 21-25 “HTML 

* 

documentation for each class is generated” col. 4 lines 45-48 “productions in... 
classes” - Interpreted as software implemented steps.) of the data exchange 
format as described by the third data (see claim 1). 

12. As to claim 7: 

Rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and further Sundaresan discloses 


I 
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t 

wherein the third data is formatted according to a symbolic markup language 
(col. 3 line 35 - coll 4 line 1 “value associated with this tag is a XML structure”; 

t 

i 

“XML structure defjned by this DTD” - Wherein XML is a symbolic markup 

? 

language). j 


13. As to claim 8: 

Rejection of;claim 1 is incorporated and further Sundaresan discloses the 

i 

third data formatted according to extensible markup language (XML) (col. 3 line 
35 - col. 4 line 1 “value associated with this tag is a XML structure"; “XML 

i 

structure defined by this DTD”). 

I 

* 

i 

1 

14. As to claim 10: 

j 

Rejection ofjclaim 1 is incorporated and further Sundaresan discloses 

! 

wherein the third data is one or more statements in an XML document type 
definition (DTD) document (col. 3 lines 35-47; col. 4 lines 1-10, and lines 37-48 “a 

i 

DTD defines a validly formed XML production” “creates the HMTL corresponding 

j 

to the production”).! 


15. As to claim 11: 

i 

! 

Rejection of:claim 1 is incorporated and further Sundaresan discloses 

! 

wherein the third data is one or more statements in an XML document type 

i. 

\ 

definition (DTD) document (col. 3 lines 35-47; col. 4 lines 1-10, and lines 37-48 “a 

i 

DTD defines a validly formed XML production” “creates the HMTL corresponding 

i 
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to the production”),' and wherein the parameter is at least one of a root element 


associated with anjentire DTD document, an element and an attribute of an 

| 

element (col. 3 line' 35 - col. 4 line 10 “XML structure... hierarchical tag 

I 

structure” “XML structure defined by this DTD”). 


16. As to claim 12: 

i 

Rejection ofjclaim 1 is incorporated and further Sundaresan discloses 

| 

wherein the third data is one or more statements in an XML document type 

I 

definition (DTD) document (col. 3 lines 1-47; col. 4 lines 1-48 “a DTD defines a 

validly formed XML production” “creates the HMTL corresponding to the 

i 

production"), and wherein the first data includes one or more properties of the 

i 

parameter (col. 3 line 35 - col. 4 line 10 “tag occurrence in a program is a (tag 

1 

name, tag value) pair” “the value associated...”). 

I 

i 

I 

17. As to claim 13: 

Rejection ofj claim 1 is incorporated and further Sundaresan discloses 
wherein the source language is Java (col. 2 line 63 - col. 3 line 28 “Java”). 


18. As to claim 14: 

Rejection of ! claim 1 is incorporated and further Sundaresan discloses 
wherein the soured language is Java (col. 2 line 63 - col. 3 line 28 “Java”), and 
wherein the first da'ta includes a tag for an automated Java documentation 
system (col. 3 lines 10-42 “Javadoctag”). 

i 
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19. As to claim 15: 

; 

| 

Rejection ofjclaim 1 is incorporated and further Sundaresan discloses 

wherein the source* language is Java (col. 2 line 63 - col. 3 line 28 “Java”), 

i 

i 

wherein the first da'ta includes a tag for an automated Java documentation 

1 

system (col. 3 lines 10-42 “Javadoc tag”), and wherein the tag is a user-defined 
tag for the Java documentation system (col. 3 lines 10-15 “Javadoc... allows user 

to define... own tags” “This extensibility is utilized...”). 

i 

i 

* 

t 

f 

20. As to claim \ 6: 

Rejection ofclaim 1 is incorporated and further Sundaresan discloses 
wherein the source language is Java (col. 2 line 63 - col. 3 line 28 “Java”), 

i 

I 

wherein the first data includes a tag for an automated Java documentation 

t 

] 

system (col. 3 lineO 10-42 “Javadoc tag”), wherein the tag is a user-defined tag 
for the Java docurrlentation system (col. 3 lines 10-15 “Javadoc... allows user to 

l 

f 

define... own tags”!“This extensibility is utilized...”), and wherein said step of 

i 

generating the third data is performed by a user-defined routine invoked by the 

I 

automated Java documentation system in response to the tag (Figure 1; col. 4 
lines 10-25 “standard Javadoc doclet is extended by defining 104 a custom tag.. 

i 

and creating 106 an extended doclet to process this tag” “user creating” “source 

code is processed by Javadoc processor using extended doclet” “automatically 

i 

t 

generated HTML documentation for each class”). 


J 

t 
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21. As to claim 17: 

i 

Sundaresan] discloses inserting, into the source code (col. 3 and col. 4 

| 

lines 15-20 “source programs are created which include the... tags”) 

I 

i 

comment data (Fig. 1; col. 1 lines 56-59 “Javadoc parses... comments”) 

1 

t 

a processorjfor the particular language (col. 1 lines 56-60 “Java 

I 

} 

compiler”), j 

first data including a tag and a parameter of a data exchange format (col. 

I 

3 lines 29-44 “tag occurrence in a program is a (tag name, tag value) pair” “value 

associated... is anjXML structure”); and 

1 

causing a processor to produce second data for configuring the data 

j 

exchange format based at least in part on the first data (Fig. 1 “create extended 
doclet” col. 4 lines j15-25 “Javadoc doclet is extended by defining 104 a custom 
tag” “source code ib processed by Javadoc processor” “generated HTML 

j 

* 

i 

documentation for bach class”). 

I 

Sundaresanj does not explicitly disclose the first data is inserted within the 
comment data, non comment data being ignored. 

Flanagan teaches an analogous art of utilizing a Javadoc tool with Java 

I 

source code. Flanagan shows a first data, similar to the data of Sundaresan, 

{ 

known to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant’s invention, 
inserted in the comment data (pg. 233 under Java Documentation Comment 
Syntax paragraph 2 “doc-comment are embedded within a Java comment”; pg. 

254 under Description paragraph 5 “A doc comment... include tag values... 

! 

» 

javadoc”; pg. 233 under Java Documentation Comment Syntax paragraph 3 

i 

I 


t 
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“doc-comment... javadoc tag”). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 

1 

skill in the art at the time of the applicant’s invention to insert within comment 

I 

data, the first data pf Sundaresan because the first data is included in the 

i 

i 

comment data as dhown by Flanagan to be parsed by Javadoc separately of the 

declarations of the [source language. The data contained within the comment 

i 

i 

i 

data is not to be interpreted as a part of the source language to be compiled by 
the Java compiler. 

Flanagan teaches it known to those of ordinary skill in the art that 
comment data is ignored by a source code processor of the source language (pg. 

j 

20 under Comments “comment out... code”; pg. 233 under Java 

j 

Documentation Comment Syntax paragraph 1 “comments are not treated by 

j 

compiler”) of the source language (pg. 233 “Java language”). It would have been 

t 

J 

obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the comment data is being ignored 

[ 

I 

in the context of Sundaresan’s invention because comment data is data, 

\ * 

! 

intended for a viewer of the source code file, that describes the classes, 

j 

methods, etc. of the source language to follow that must be compiled by the 

r 

source code processor. 


22. As to claim 18: 

Rejection of ! claim 17 is incorporated and further Sundaresan discloses 

i 

causing the processor to produce at least one of a module for marshaling data 
objects into a data item in the data exchange format as configured by the second 

i 

data (Fig. 1 steps 110 and 112; col. 4 lines 10-25 “Javadoc processor” col. 4 
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lines 21-25 “HTML documentation for each class is generated” col. 4 lines 45-48 

I 

“productions in... classes” - Module is interpreted as software implemented 


steps) and a modu 


e for de-marshaling data objects from a data item in the data 


exchange format as configured by the second data and 


building an application based on the source code and at least one of the 
module for marsha ing data and the module for de-marshaling data (Fig. 3b; col. 


4 lines 10-25 “source code is processed” “generated HTML documentation” - 

( 

Wherein the module is interpreted as the software implemented steps of 
generating HTML documentation). 


23. As to claim 19: 

Rejection of claim 18 is incorporated and further Sundaresan discloses 

wherein the particular language is the Java language (col. 2 line 63 - col. 3 line 

| 

28 “Java”), wherein the tag is a user-defined tag of an automated Java 
documentation system (col. 3 lines 10-42 “Javadoc tag”; col. 3 lines 10-15 
“Javadoc... allows user to define... own tags” “This extensibility is utilized...”); 
and wherein said step of causing a processor to produce the second data further 
comprises providing a routine, invoked by the automated Java documentation 
system in response to the tag, to produce the second data (Figure 1 shows 
automated Java documentation system in response to the tag; col. 4 lines 10-25 
“standard Javadoc doclet is extended by defining 104 a custom tag., and creating 
106 an extended doclet to process this tag” “user creating” “source code is 

i 
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processed by Javadoc processor using extended doclet” “automatically 
generated HTML documentation for each class”). 

J 

? 

v 

24. As to claim 20: 

Rejection ofjclaim 18 is incorporated and further Sundaresan discloses 

I 

i 

wherein the particular language is the Java language (col. 2 line 63 - col. 3 line 

! 

28 “Java”); wherein the tag is a user-defined tag of an automated Java 
documentation system (col. 3 lines 10-42 “Javadoc tag”; col. 3 lines 10-15 

i 

“Javadoc... allows'user to define... own tags” “This extensibility is utilized...”); 
and wherein said step of causing a processor to produce at least one of the 
module for marshaling and the module for de-marshaling (col. 4 lines 20-25 
“source code is processed” “generated HTML documentation” -Wherein the 
module is interpreted as the software implemented steps of generating HTML 
documentation) further comprises providing a routine, invoked by the automated 
Java documentation system in response to the tag (col. 4 lines 20-25 “by 
processor using extended doclet”; col. 4 lines 10-15 “Fig. 1 ... doclet is extended 
by defining 104 a custom tag”), to produce at least one of a Java module for 
marshaling and a Java module for de-marshaling (col. 4 lines 20-25 “HTML 
documentation for each class is generated” - see above). 

25. As to claim 21: 

Sundaresan discloses receiving, from a particular file that includes source 
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code, comment data (col. 1 lines 56-60 “parses... comments”) including first data 
indicating a parameter of the data exchange format (col. 3 lines 35-42 “custom 

I 

Javadoc tag...” “XN/IL structure” - Wherein the first data is inherently included in 
the comment data);, wherein the comment data is ignored (It is inherent that 

I 

comment data is ignored) by a source code processor of the particular language 

1 

(col. 1 lines 56-60 iJava compiler”); 

receiving frdm the particular file second data, associated with the 

i 

comment data, indicating a statement that defines a class of data objects in the 
particular language (col. 1 lines 56-58, “parses... declarations... in Java source 
files... classes”; col. 4 lines 45-48 “productions in... classes” - It is inherent that 
the declarations are associated with the comment data”); and 


generating (jcol. 4 lines 21-25 “generated”), based on the first data and the 

second data (col. 4 lines 15-25 “source code is... processed” - Wherein the 1 st 

| 

and 2 nd data is included.), third data for configuring the data exchange format 
(col. 4 lines 1-25 "HTML documentation for each class”; lines 49-51 “HTML 

i 

corresponding to a ; production”; col. 3 lines 35-47 “custom Javadoc tag, 

i 

©production... class” “XML structure" - Wherein HTML documentation 
comprises the third data.). 

Sundaresan 1 does not explicitly disclose the comment data includes the 
first data, the comment data being ignored, nor does Sundaresan explicitly 

J 

disclose the second data associated with the comment data. 

Flanagan teaches an analogous art of utilizing a Javadoc tool with Java 
source code. Flanagan shows a first data, similar to the data of Sundaresan, 


i 
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known to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant’s invention, to 

be included in the Comment data (pg. 233 under Java Documentation 

\ 

Comment Synfaxlparagraph 2 “doc-comment are embedded within a Java 

I 

comment”; pg. 254 under Description paragraph 5 “A doc comment... include 

i 

tag values... javadpc”; pg. 233 under Java Documentation Comment Syntax 

! 

i 

paragraph 3 “doc-comment... javadoc tag”). It would have been obvious to one 

j 

j 

of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant’s invention to insert within 
comment data, the first data of Sundaresan because the first data is included in 
the comment data as shown by Flanagan to be parsed by Javadoc separately of 
the declarations of the source language. The data contained within the comment 
data is not to be interpreted as a part of the source language to be compiled by 
the Java compiler.; 

Flanagan teaches it known to those of ordinary skill in the art that 
comment data is ignored by a source code processor of the source language (pg. 
20 under Comments “comment out... code”; pg. 233 under Java 

t 

Documentation Comment Syntax paragraph 1 “comments are not treated by 

i 

compiler”) of the source language (pg. 233 “Java language”). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the comment data is being ignored 
in the context of Sundaresan’s invention because comment data is data, 
intended for a viewer of the source code file, that describes the classes, 
methods, etc. of the source language to follow that must be compiled by the 
source code processor. 
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Flanagan teaches it known to one of ordinary skill in the art that a second 
data, as the second data of Sundaresan, to be associated with the comment data 

i 

1 

(pg. 233 “Doc-com'ments should immediately precede the declaration of the 

i 

class... they are associated with.’’). It would have been obvious to one of 

j 

ordinary skill in the! art at the time of the applicant’s invention that the second 

data is associated yvith the comment data because comment data is intended for 

I 

a viewer of the source code file, that describes the classes, methods, etc. of the 

i 

source language tHat follow. 

i 

26. As to claim 22: 

j 

Sundaresan' discloses means for receiving, from a particular file that 

j 

includes source code, comment data (col. 1 lines 56-60 “Javadoc... parses... 

i 

comments”) including first data indicating a parameter of the data exchange 

i 

format (col. 3 lines|35-42 “custom Javadoc tag...” “XML structure” - Wherein the 
first data is inherently included in the comment data), wherein the comment data 
is ignored (It is inherent that comment data is ignored) by a source code 
processor of the particular language (col. 1 lines 56-60 “Java compiler”); 

means for receiving from the particular file second data, associated with 
the comment data,; indicating a statement that defines a class of data objects in 
the particular language (col. 1 lines 56-58, “Javadoc... parses... declarations... in 

j 

Java source files... classes”; col. 4 lines 45-48 “productions in... classes” - It is 
inherent that the declarations are associated with the comment data”); and 


i 
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means for generating (col. 4 lines 21-25 “automatically generated”), 

3 

based on the first data and the second data (col. 4 lines 15-25 “source code is... 

| 

processed... by... processor” - Wherein the 1 st and 2 nd data is included.), third 

! 

data for configuring the data exchange format (col. 4 lines 21-25 “HTML 

t 

documentation for pach class”; lines 49-51 “HTML corresponding to a 

production”; col. 3 lines 35-47 “custom Javadoctag, ©production... class” “XML 

» 

structure” - Wherein HTML documentation comprises the third data.). 

Sundaresan; does not explicitly disclose the comment data includes the 

i 

first data, the comment data being ignored, nor does Sundaresan explicitly 

disclose the second data associated with the comment data. 

> 

i 

i 

Flanagan tejaches an analogous art of utilizing a Javadoc tool with Java 

i 

source code. Flanagan shows a first data, similar to the data of Sundaresan, 

i 

known to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant’s invention, to 

j 

be included in the comment data (pg. 233 under Java Documentation 

j 

1 

Comment Synfax'paragraph 2 “doc-comment are embedded within a Java 

i 

comment”; pg. 254 under Description paragraph 5 “A doc comment... include 

i 

tag values... javadoc”; pg. 233 under Java Documentation Comment Syntax 
paragraph 3 “doc-comment... javadoc tag”). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant’s invention to insert within 
comment data, the first data of Sundaresan because the first data is included in 
the comment data as shown by Flanagan to be parsed by Javadoc separately of 
the declarations of the source language. The data contained within the comment 


i 

i 
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data is not to be interpreted as a part of the source language to be compiled by 
the Java compiler. | 

Flanagan tekches it known to those of ordinary skill in the art that 

| 

comment data is ignored by a source code processor of the source language (pg. 

| 

20 under Comments “comment out... code”; pg. 233 under Java 

I 

i 

Documentation Cpmment Syntax paragraph 1 “comments are not treated by 

| 

compiler”) of the spurce language (pg. 233 “Java language”). It would have been 

obvious to one of Jrdinary skill in the art that the comment data is being ignored 

1 

in the context of Sundaresan’s invention because comment data is data, 
intended for a view;er of the source code file, that describes the classes, 

r 

j 

methods, etc. of the source language to follow that must be compiled by the 

source code processor. 

1 

1 

Flanagan teaches it known to one of ordinary skill in the art that a second 
data, as the second data of Sundaresan, to be associated with the comment data 

i 

i 

(pg. 233 “Doc-comments should immediately precede the declaration of the 

class... they are associated with.”). It would have been obvious to one of 

j 

ordinary skill in theiart at the time of the applicant’s invention that the second 
data is associated with the comment data because comment data is intended for 

I 

a viewer of the source code file, that describes the classes, methods, etc. of the 
source language that follow. 

t 

£ 

27. As to claim 23: 

j 

Sundaresan'discloses a processor; one or more stored sequences of 


i 
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instructions which, when executed by the processor, cause the processor to 
carry out the stepsjof (Fig. 1; cols 1-5 “processor”): 

i 

receiving, from a particular file that includes source code, comment data 

I 

(col. 1 lines 56-60 “parses... comments”) including first data indicating a 

I 

parameter of the ddta exchange format (col. 3 lines 35-42 “custom Javadoc 

I 

tag...” “XML structure” - Wherein the first data is inherently included in the 

) 

comment data), wherein the comment data is ignored (It is inherent that 
comment data is ignored) by a source code processor of the particular language 

f 

f 

(col. 1 lines 56-60 “Java compiler”); 

receiving from the particular file second data, associated with the 
comment data, indicating a statement that defines a class of data objects in the 
particular language (col. 1 lines 56-58, “parses... declarations... in Java source 
files... classes”; col. 4 lines 45-48 “productions in... classes” - It is inherent that 

j 

the declarations are associated with the comment data”); and 

generating (col. 4 lines 21-25 “automatically generated”), based on the 
first data and the second data (col. 4 lines 15-25 “source code is... processed” - 
Wherein the 1 st ancJ 2 nd data is included.), third data for configuring the data 
exchange format (col. 4 lines 21-25 “HTML documentation for each class”; lines 
49-51 “HTML corresponding to a production”; col. 3 lines 35-47 “custom Javadoc 
tag, ©production..', class” “XML structure” - Wherein HTML documentation 
comprises the third data.). 
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Sundaresan does not explicitly disclose the comment data includes the 

first data, the comment data being ignored, nor does Sundaresan explicitly 

j 

disclose the second data associated with the comment data. 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

Flanagan teaches an analogous art of utilizing a Javadoc tool with Java 

> 

i 

j 

source code. Flanagan shows a first data, similar to the data of Sundaresan, 

l - 
i 

known to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant’s invention, to 

.1 

be included in the comment data (pg. 233 under Java Documentation 
Comment Syntax paragraph 2 “doc-comment are embedded within a Java 
comment”; pg. 254 under Description paragraph 5 “A doc comment... include 
tag values... javadoc”; pg. 233 under Java Documentation Comment Syntax 
paragraph 3 “doc-comment... javadoc tag”). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant’s invention to insert within 
comment data, the first data of Sundaresan because the first data is included in 
the comment data as shown by Flanagan to be parsed by Javadoc separately of 
the declarations of the source language. The data contained within the comment 
data is not to be interpreted as a part of the source language to be compiled by 
the Java compiler. 

Flanagan teaches it known to one of ordinary skill in the art that comment 
data is ignored by a source code processor of the source language (pg. 20 under 
Comments “comment out... code”; pg. 233 under Java Documentation 
Comment Syntax paragraph 1 “comments are not treated by compiler”) of the 
source language (pg. 233 “Java language”). It would have been obvious to one 
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of ordinary skill in the art that the comment data is being ignored in the context of 
Sundaresan’s invention because comment data is data, intended for a viewer of 
the source code file, that describes the classes, methods, etc. of the source 
language to follow that must be compiled by the source code processor. 

Flanagan teaches it known to one of ordinary skill in the art that a second 

I 

t 

data, as the second data of Sundaresan, to be associated with the comment data 

I 

(pg. 233 “Doc-comments should immediately precede the declaration of the 
class... they are associated with.”). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant’s invention that the second 
data is associated with the comment data because comment data is intended for 

I 

a viewer of the source code file, that describes the classes, methods, etc. of the 
source language tliat follow. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

28. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

29. Claims 6 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sundaresan dnd Flanagan as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view 
of “The XML Handbook” by Goldfarb et al., hereafter “Goldfarb”. 
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30. As to claim 6: 

, » 

! 

Rejection ofjclaim 1 is incorporated and further Sundaresan does not 

i 

] 

explicitly disclose wherein the third data is formatted according to a database 
query language, j 

Sundaresan' discloses wherein the third data is one or more statements in 
an XML document [type definition (DTD) document (col. 3 lines 35-47; col. 4 lines 
1-10, and lines 37-48 “a DTD defines a validly formed XML production” “creates 

i 

the HMTL corresponding to the production”). 

However, Goldfard discloses an XML schema document, wherein data is 
formatted according to a database query language, as an alternate embodiment 
of a XML DTD (pg. 13 paragraph 4 “DTD’s are schemas for documents.”) 
wherein data is formatted according to a database query language. 

At the time of the applicant’s invention, it would have been obvious to use 
a XML schema document of Goldfard, wherein data is formatted according to a 
database query language, for defining a structure as Sundaresan teaches using 
a XML DTD. The motivation would have been because a XML schema 
document affords writing the set of constraints on a structure in a database (pg. 

13 paragraph 4). The use of a XML schema document expands the extent of 
Sundaresan’s invention to used with data in databases. 


31. As to claim 9: 
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Rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and further Sundaresan does not 
explicitly disclose wherein the third data comprises one or more statements in an 
XML schema document. 

Sundaresan discloses wherein the third data is one or more statements in 
an XML document type definition (DTD) document (col. 3 lines 35-47; col. 4 lines 
1-10, and lines 37-48 “a DTD defines a validly formed XML production” “creates 
the HMTL corresponding to the production”). 

However, Goldfard discloses an XML schema document as an alternate 
embodiment of a XML DTD (pg. 13 paragraph 4 “DTD’s are schemas for 
documents.”). 

At the time of the applicant’s invention, it would have been obvious to use 
a XML schema document of Goldfard for defining a structure as Sundaresan 
teaches using a XML DTD. The motivation would have been because a XML 
schema document affords writing the set of constraints on a structure in a 
database. The use of a XML schema document expands the extent of 
Sundaresan’s invention to used with data in databases. 

32. Claims 4-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sundaresan and Flanagan as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view 
ofTuatini (US Patent Application Publication No. 2001/0054172 A1), hereafter 

“Tuatini”. 


33. As to claim 4: 
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Rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and further Sundaresan does not 
explicitly disclose generating, based on the first data and the second data, a 
module to derive a data object of the class of data objects from a data item of the 
data exchange format as described by the third data. 

Sundaresan does disclose generating, based on the first data and the 
second data (see claim 1), a module to convert a data object of the class of data 
objects into a data item (col. 4 lines 21-25 “HTML documentation for each class 
is generated” col. 4 lines 45-48 “productions in... classes” - Interpreted as 
software implemented steps.) of the data exchange format as described by the 
third data (see claim 1). Also, Sundaresan discloses other functionally equivalent 
output formats, which include cross-linking... such as in XML (col. 5 lines 32-42). 

However, Tuatini teaches the generation of serialization code (pg. 1 
paragraph [0010] “XML serialization code”) using XML DTD. This serialization 
code includes de-serialization code to derive a data object of a class of data 
objects from a data item of the data exchange format (pg. 2 paragraph [0012] 
“deserialization code maps the data of the XML document to the object” “outputs 
an object that is an instance of a class”). 

. At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivation to combine the analogous art of using Java and markup 
languages for data exchange of Sundaresan and Tuatini to generate the de¬ 
serialization code of Tuatini as a module to derive a data object of the class of 
data objects from a data item of the data exchange format. The motivation would 
have been to provide flexibility needed by a group to provide applications tailored 
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to their customers as suggested by Tuatini on pg. 1 paragraph [0004], as the de¬ 
serialization code provides a means for this flexibility. 

34. As to claim 5: 

Rejection of;claim 1 is incorporated and further Sundaresan does not 
explicitly disclose generating, based on the third data, a module to derive a data 
object of the class of data objects from a data item of the data exchange format 
as described by the third data. 

Sundaresan does disclose generating, based on the third data (see claim 
1), a module to convert a data object of the class of data objects into a data item 
(col. 4 lines 21-25 “HTML documentation for each class is generated” col. 4 lines 
45-48 “productions in... classes” - Interpreted as software implemented steps.) 
of the data exchange format as described by the third data (see claim 1). Also, 
Sundaresan discloses other functionally equivalent output formats, which include 
cross-linking... such as in XML (col. 5 lines 32-42). 

However, Tuatini teaches the generation of serialization code (pg. 1 
paragraph [0010] “XML serialization code”) using XML DTD. This serialization 
code includes de-serialization code to derive a data object of a class of data 
objects from a data item of the data exchange format (pg. 2 paragraph [0012] 
“de-serialization code maps the data of the XML document to the object” “outputs 
an object that is an instance of a class”). 

At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivation to combine the analogous art of using Java and markup 
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languages for data exchange of Sundaresan and Tuatini to generate the de¬ 
serialization code of Tuatini as a module to derive a data object of the class of 
data objects from a data item of the data exchange format. The motivation would 
have been to provide flexibility needed by a group to provide applications tailored 
to their customers as suggested by Tuatini on pg. 1 paragraph [0004], as the de¬ 
serialization code provides a means for this flexibility. 

Conclusion 

35. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

a) Libert et al. (USPN 6,574,655) teaches use of XML. 

b) Walsh et al. (USPN 6,810,429) teaches generating a DTD and data 
mapping utilizing XML. 

c) Lee et al. (USPN 6,480,865) teaches transforming documents and 
adding dynamism to XML documents. 

d) Lucas et al. (USPN 6,754,884) teaches mapping data objects of a data 
representation language to corresponding objects within a programming 
language and vice versa. 

e) Dietrich et al. “A Reusable Graphical User Interface for Manipulating 
Object-Oriented Databases using Java and XML”. 

36. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Carlene Gordon whose telephone number is 
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(571) 272-3722. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri. 8:30am- 
5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner’s supervisor, Kakali Chaki can be reached on (571) 272-3719. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 


C.G. 


KAKAU CHA& 
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